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Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even If timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to cx)mmunication(s) filed on 02 September 2005 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonnal matters, prosecution as to the merits Is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-80 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-80 is/are rejected. 

7) n Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

g)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 25 September 2003 is/are: a)l3 accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to ttie drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or fomn PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) 13 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .13 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received, 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

2. The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

I. Regarding Claims 1 and 66, it is unclear what range of magnesium 
content is encompassed by the claimed "about 4% to about 6% based 
on the weight of the alloy." At paragraph 21 of the Specification, 
applicant explains that this phraseology encompasses any amounts of 
Mg outside of the explicit limits which amounts confer novel properties 
of this invention. It is unclear how to assess this range. At paragraph 
27, applicant explains that "any Al-Mg plate or sheet can be used if 
desired." It is unclear whether any boundary is set by this limit, and, if 
a boundary is set, it is unclear what it is. Specifically claimed 5186 
contains 3.5 weight percent Mg. Is this well within the claimed range 
or at the outer reaches? 

II. Regarding Claim 3, it is unclear whether the "two external faces" are 
additional elements to the "N metal sheet layers" or merely a 
characterization of those of the "N metal sheet layers" that are 
positioned on the outside of the composite. 
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III. Regarding Claim 5, it is unclear whether, when more than one sheet is 
present that is 5182 or 5186, they must all meet the thickness 
requirement. 

IV. Regarding Claim 66, it is unclear what are the structural and 
compositional requirements of faces other than the first two. 

V. Regarding Claim 72, it is unclear what are the compositions of the five 
layers and the relationship among the claimed layers, as Claim 66 only 
describes two faces and one adhesive layer between them. Is the third 
layer either of the face metals sheet layers? 

VI. Regarding Claim 77, it is unclear what is being compared by the 
language "Glare-type composite laminated sandwich panel 
incorporating 2024T3." Applicant contends that this is a well-known 
comparison. Is the comparison panel the Glare type panel of 
paragraph 34 of the Specification? Is there any degree of similarity in 
terms of structure that is required between the claimed and 
comparative composites? For example, must there be the same 
number of metal layers and polymeric layers? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

5. A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

6. (b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 
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7. Claims 1 , 3, 6, 7, 22, 24, 27, 28, 43 ,45, 48, 49, 66, 67, 70, 71 , and 77-78 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sobolev USP 5,219,629 
for the reasons of record in the Office Action mailed on 6 June 2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

10. Claims 1-7, 22-28, 43-49, and 65-79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Schalkwuk WO 98/53989 for the reasons of record in 
the Office Action mailed on 6 June 2005. 

1 1 .Claims 1 -7, 22-28, 43-49, and 65-79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Roebroeks USP 5,547,735 for the reasons of record in 
the Office Action mailed on 6 June 2005. 



Application/Control Number: 10/669,502 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1775 

Response to Amendment 

I. Regarding tlie objection regarding incorporation by reference in the 
Office Action mailed on 6 June 2005, It is withdrawn in view of 
applicant's contention that no essential material has been omitted from 
the Specification. 

II. In view of applicant's amendments and arguments, applicant traverses 
the section 112, second paragraph rejection of the Office Action mailed 
on 6 June 2005. Rejection is withdrawn except as repeated above for 
the reasons given above. 

III. In view of applicant's amendments and arguments, applicant traverses 
the section 102 rejection over Sobolev of the Office Action mailed on 6 
June 2005. Applicant argues that the sheets of Sobolev have less 
than 4 weight percent Mg and hence do not meet the claimed terms. 
However, applicant's "about" language encompasses amounts less 
than 4 weight percent, and so the argument is not persuasive. See the 
section 112, second paragraph rejection on this language as set forth 
above. 

IV. In view of applicant's amendments and arguments, applicant traverses 
the section 103 rejection over Schalkwuk of the Office Action mailed on 
6 June 2005. Applicant argues that the suggested Al-Mg sheet in 
Schalkwul< has less than 4 weight percent Mg and hence does not 
meet the claimed term. However, applicant's "about" language 
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encompasses amounts less than 4 weight percent, and so the 
argument is not persuasive. See the section 112, second paragraph 
rejection on this language as set forth above. 

V. In view of applicant's amendments and arguments, applicant traverses 
the section 103 rejection over Roebroeks of the Office Action mailed 
on 6 June 2005. Applicant argues that the suggested Al-Mg sheet in 
Roebroeks has less than 4 weight percent Mg and hence does not 
meet the claimed term. However, applicant's "about" language 
encompasses amounts less than 4 weight percent, and so the 
argument is not persuasive. See the section 112, second paragraph 
rejection on this language as set forth above. 

VI. With respect to each of the prior art rejections, applicant traverses 
rejections of Clainns 77-79 on the grounds that the claimed mechanical 
properties are not taught or suggested. Recognizing that there Is 
indefiniteness as to what is being claimed, it is noted that, as described 
at paragraph 27 of the Specification, good results are generally 
obtained from any Al-Mg sheet, which includes series 5000 materials. 
Since the prior art Is suggesting using series 5000 materials, the 
contention that the claimed laminates, obtaining the claimed 
properties, are not anticipated or rendered prima facie obvious is not 
persuasive without evidence to that effect. 
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Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael La Villa whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-1 539. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Friday. 

13. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Deborah Jones can be reached on (571) 272-1535. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

14. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Michael La Villa 
31 October 2005 




MiCHAQ.E.LAViLLAPH.0. 



